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Section  I 


Background 

A  desire  to  learn  more  about  the  effects  of  morale  on  productivity  had  been  on 
the  personal  agendas  of  a  number  of  members  of  Panel  SP-5  for  some  time.  That 
proposition  that  poor  employee  morale  (whatever  that  is)  adversely  affects  productivity 
was  accepted  as  a  fact.  It  was  asserted  that,  at  certain  member  yards,  morale  was  poor 
and  productivity  was  suffering  on  account  of  it.  The  argument  was  that  something  should 
be  done  to  attack  the  bad  morale  situation  and  if  the  situation  could  be  reversed  and 
employee  morale  made  positive  all  kinds  of  good  things  would  follow,  including  increases 
in  productivity. 

This  kind  of  thinking  had  its  roots  in  certain  influences  on  American  business  life 
that  began  to  emerge  in  the  early  1980’ s.  The  first  of  those  influences  has  been 
identified  as  Quality  of  Work  Life  (QWL).  QWL’s  focus  was  on  worker  job  satisfaction. 
Workers  were  perceived  as  being  unhappy  with  their  jobs  and  their  working  conditions 
and  the  “inevitable”  conclusion,  therefore,  was  that  as  a  result  of  that  unhappiness  they 
had  diminished  productivity.  Little  statistical  evidence  was  offered  or  in  fact  needed  to 
correlate  worker  unhappiness  with  diminished  productivity.  The  “facts”  spoke  for 
themselves.  QWL  was  thought  to  be  a  way  to  correct  the  perceived  problem  by  making 
the  workers  happy.  A  happy  worker  was  the  desired  end  product.  Increased  productivity 
was  not  an  end  in  itself  but  just  an  inevitable  spin  off  benefit. 

By  the  mid  1980’s  the  QWL  influence  had  evolved  into  Employee  Involvement 
(El).  Underlying  El  was  the  notion  that  the  extent  to  which  the  worker  becomes 
involved  in  the  decisions  that  affect  his  work  and  his  work  life  has  a  direct  positive 
correlation  to  his  job  satisfaction  and  therefore  his  productivity. 

Literature  on  these  phenomena  does  not  generally  explain  the  leap  to  a 
productivity  objective  in  the  evolution  from  QWL  to  El  but,  then  again,  such  an 
explanation  is  not  essential  to  a  positive  assessment  of  EL  Remnants  of  the  El  culture 
are  alive  and  well  in  many  organizations  today. 

It  was  within  this  context  that  Panel  SP-5  decided  to  consider  a  study  of  morale 
improvement  programs  -  a  study  to  be  undertaken  from  a  somewhat  narrow  viewpoint. 

The  Panel  chose  not  either  to  acceptor  reject  the  propositions  that  “poor”  morale 
equates  to  diminished  productivity  or  that  good  or  positive  morale  means  increased 
productivity.  It  accepted  as  a  probability  the  proposition  that,  under  QWL  influences, 
some  morale  improvement  programs  were  put  into  place  in  various  areas 
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of  American  industry,  including  the  shipbuilding  industry,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  raising 
the  happiness  level  of  the  worker  with  little  or  no  consideration  of  the  programs’  effect 
on  productivity.  It  saw  no  point  in  including  such  programs  in  a  study  to  be  funded 
under  the  auspices  of  the  NSRP  where  increased  productivity  is  what  it  is  all  about. 
Additionally,  for  that  reason  also,  the  Panel,  in  its  study,  chose  to  ignore  those  morale 
improvement  programs  that  were  designed  to  increase  productivity  but,  in  their 
implementation,  failed  to  do  so.  To  attempt  to  identify  such  programs  as  failures  in  a 
study  of  this  nature  would  be  to  mislead  and  to  do  a  disservice  to  the  industry  for  the 
following  reasons: 

a.  One  or  more  of  such  programs  may  have  succeeded  if  any  of  the  myriad  of 
conditions  affecting  it  had  been  more  favorable  at  the  time  of  implementation.  The 
Panel  is  simply  not  qualified  to  make  a  valid  assessment  of  the  reason(s)  for  a  program’s 
failure  or  to  suggest  changes  to  improve  its  chances  for  success. 

b.  One  or  more  of  such  programs  may,  indeed,  be  enjoying  successful 
implementation  in  one  or  more  of  the  yards  that  either  ignored  our  request  to  participate 
in  the  survey  or  assertively  refused  to  participate. 

This  study  then  is  purposely  limited  to  those  employee  morale  improvement 
programs  which  were  designed  to  improve  productivity  and  which  in  the  opinion  of 
management  did,  in  fact,  cause  an  increase  in  productivity  whether  or  not  that  increase 
in  productivity  is  quantifiable. 

The  survey  also  gives  a  nod  of  recognition  to  the  El  concept  referred  to  earlier  in 
that  it  takes  a  look  at  some  of  the  areas  in  which  the  employees  who  were  to  be  affected 
by  the  morale  improvement  programs  may  have  had  input  through  survey  or  otherwise  in 
determining  the  programs  need  or  design. 

In  a  letter  sent  over  the  signature  of  the  Chairman  of  Panel  SP-5,  Stephen  F. 
Sullivan,  twenty-three  shipyards  were  asked  to  participate  in  the  survey.  Those  shipyards 
are: 

Avondale  Industries,  Inc. 

Bath  Iron  Works 
BethShip/Sparrows  Point  Yard 
Charleston  Naval  Shipyard 
General  Dynamics/Electric  Boat 
Halter  Marine,  Inc. 

Ingalls  Shipbuilding,  Inc. 

Jacksonville  Shipyards,  Inc. 

Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard 
Mare  Island  Naval  Shipyard 
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Marinette  Marine  Corp. 

McDermott  Marine  Construction 
Metro  Machine  Corporation 
NASSCO 

Newport  News  Shipbuilding 
Norfolk  Naval  Shipyard 
NORSHIPCO 

North  American  Shipbuilding 
Peterson  Builders,  Inc. 

Philadelphia  Naval  Shipyard 
Portsmouth  Naval  Shipyard 
Puget  Sound  Naval  Shipyard 
Southwest  Marine,  Inc. 

This  project  reports  on  material  submitted  by  the  following  seven  shipyards  in 
response  to  Mr.  Sullivan’s  letter,  a  response  rate  of  thirty  percent: 

Bath  Iron  Works  Peterson  Builders,  Inc. 

BethShip/Sparrows  Point  Yard  Philadelphia  Naval  Shipyard 

Charleston  Naval  Shipyard  Portsmouth  Naval  Shipyard 

NASSCO 

Certain  information  concerning  some  of  the  sixteen  yards  that  chose  not  to 
participate  in  the  survey  is  included  in  this  report  because  of  possible  insights  to  be 
gained  from  their  mention. 

Six  yards  failed  to  respond  or  even  acknowledge  Mr.  Sullivan’s  letter. 

Three  yards  responded  to  the  effect  that  they  would  not  participate  in  the  survey 
because  they  had  not  implemented  any  morale  improvement  programs. 

Of  the  remaining  seven  yards,  three  stated  that  they  had  no  interest  in  the  survey, 
and  two  cited  difficulty  in  identifying  increases  in  productivity  as  a  result  of  this  type  of 
improvement  as  their  reason  for  not  participating.  As  to  the  latter  two  yards,  in  the 
author’s  opinion,  difficulty  in  identifying  increases  in  productivity  is  not  a  valid  reason 
for  not  participating  and  represents  the  difference  between  a  given  reason  and  a  real 
reason. 


One  yard  frankly  admitted  that  it  did  not  want  to  share  this  type  of  data  with 
others  and  the  seventh  yard  simply  stated  that  “it  is  not  convenient  for  [YARD]  to 
participate  in  the  survey.” 
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As  to  the  seven  participating  yards  their  anonymity  relative  to  the  data  provided 
by  them  will  be  preserved.  To  that  end  they  are  identified  in  this  report  as  Yard  1000, 
2000,3000,  etc.,  and  their  morale  improvement  programs  are  identified  as  1001,  1002, 
3006,  etc.,  as  the  ease  may  be. 
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Section  II 

The  Survey  Document 


NATIONAL  SHIPBUILDING  RESEARCH  PROGRAM 
PANEL  SP-5  HUMAN  RESOURCE  INNOVATION 
QUESTIONNAIRE  RE; 

PROGRAMS  DESIGNED  TO  IMPROVE  EMPLOYEE  MORALE 


Section  A 


Introduction 


Sections  B  and  C  of  this  survey  document  are  applicable  only  to  those  Morale 
Improvement  Programs  (M.I.P.’s)  which  were  implemented  in  your  yard  and  were 
determined  to  be  successful.  A  successful  M.I.P.  is  one  which  resulted  in  improved 
productivity  through  improvement  in  employee  morale.  Care  should  be  taken  to 
distinguish  between  productivity  improvement  programs,  as  such,  like  incentive  and 
piecework  programs  and  morale  improvement  programs  like  employee  newsletters, 
special  recognition  awards,  problem  solving  teams  and  physical  improvement  in  the  work 
environment.  Generally  speaking,  in  productivity  improvement  programs  there  is  usually 
a  direct  and  immediate  cause  and  effect  relationship  between  the  program  and  its  result. 
On  the  other  hand  the  results  of  M.I.P.’s  are  usually  indirect  and  not  necessarily 
immediate. 

Under  those  definitions  it  is  reasonable  to  inquire  “Where  do  profit  sharing  and 
gain  sharing  programs  fit?”  For  the  purpose  of  this  survey  profit  sharing  and  gain 
sharing  programs  are  considered  to  be  morale  improvement  programs. 

Section  D  is  applicable  to  M.I.P.’s  which  may  be  implemented  in  the  future. 

Please  answer  separately  for  each  M.I.P.  if  more  than  one  was  (or  will  be) 
implemented. 

Please  also  do  not  feel  constrained  to  limit  your  answers  to  the  space  indicated  in 
this  survey  document.  Use  as  much  space  and  as  many  pages  as  necessary  to  provide 
complete  answers. 
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Section  B 


Background 

Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 

(a)  necessary  _ 

(b)  desirable  _ 

(Please  answer  one  or  the  other  -  not  both) 

Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted?  Yes _  No _ 

Q4.  Who  conducted  the  survey? 

(a)  Professional  Company  Representative 
(by’  Non-Professional  Company  Department  Head,  Supervisor 
Representative  _ 

(c)  Outside  Professional 

(d)  Other  _ 

(dl)  Explain 

Q5.  Did  the  survey  take  the  form  of  a  (Please  check) 

(a)  written  questionnaire  _ 

(b)  personal  interview _ ? 

Q6.  If  a  personal  interview,  was  it  (Please  check) 

(a)  structured  _ 

tb)  unstructured  _ 

(c)  was  it  conducted  in  the  employee’s  home  environment  on-site 

(d)  on-site  but  other  than  in  (c)  _ 

(e)  off-site  _ 

(f)  one-on-one  _ 

(g)  other  than  one-on-one?  _ 
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Q7.  What  class  of  employees  partieipated  in  the  survey?  Please  check. 

(a)  all  _ 

(b)  blue  collar _ 

(c)  non-exempt _ 

(d)  exempt  _ 

(e)  other  _  (el)  Please  clarify. 

Q8.  Was  the  survey  eonducted  in  an  anonymous  manner?  Yes _  No _ 

Q9.  Was  the  employee  advised  that  the  information  would  be  treated  as  a 
eonfidential  matter?  Yes  _  No _ 

QIO.  Was  the  employee  informed  that  he/she  would  be  apprised  of  the  results 
of  the  survey?  Yes _  N  o  _ 

Qll.  If  yes,  individually?  _  or  as  part  of  a  group?  _ 

Q12.  Was  the  employee  apprised  of  the  results  of  the  survey?  Yes  _  No. 

Q13.  If  a  eopy  of  the  survey  doeument  is  available,  please  provide. 


Section  C 


The  Program 

This  Seetion  is,  of  eourse,  critical  as  its  purpose  is  to  elieit  specifie  information  on 
the  eonstmetion  of  morale  improvement  programs  which  are  designed  to  improve 
produetivity.  Please  do  not  feel  eonstrained  in  any  way.  If  a  description  of  the  M.I.P.  is 
available  in  written  form,  please  attaeh  it  to  this  survey  doeument. 

If  it  is  unwritten,  please  respond  in  narrative  form  with  as  eomplete  a  deseription 
as  possible  ineluding  speeifie  job  eategories  eovered,  if  other  than  yardwide. 

Please  also  provide  a  description  of  the  steps  taken  to  prepare  the  workforce,  as 
well  as  the  affected  employees,  if  different,  for  implementation  of  the  M.I.P;  the  actual 
steps  taken  to  implement  the  M.I.P.  and,  of  course,  the  essential  elements  of  the  M.I.P. 
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Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P.  (Please  check) 


(a)  documented 

(b)  undocumented  “ 

(c)  structured  _ 

(d)  unstructured?  _ 

Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

Yes  _No  _ 

Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.I.P.  ?  (Please  check) 

(a)  all  employees 

(b)  blue  collar  employees 

(c)  non-exempt  salary  employees 

(d)  exempt  salary  employees 

(e)  other  _?  (cl)  Please  explain: 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

(a)  in  house 

(5)  by  an  outside  professional  _ 

(c)  purchased  off-the-shelf  _ 

(d)  other  _?  (all)  Please  explain: 

Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of 
the  M.I.P.?  (Please  check) 

(a)  none  _ 

(b)  a  little _ 

(c)  a  lot  _ 

Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.I.P.?  (Please  check) 

(a)  not  applicable 

(b)  none 

(c)  a  little 

(d)  a  lot 
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Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by 

Affected  Overall 
Employees  Workforce 

Please  check 

(a)  Positive  _ 

(b)  Neutral  _ 

(c)  Negative _ 

(d)  Other  _ 

(dl)  Please  explain: 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined?  (Please  check) 

(a)  Written  questionnaire 

Personal  interviews  ^ _ 

(c)  Grapevine 

(d)  Other  __  (all)  Please  explain: 

Q22.  If  the  initial  reaction  was  negative,  please  explain  how  it  was 
addressed. 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P. 
quantifiable?  Yes _  No _ 

Q24.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity)  is 
made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P. 
quantifiable?  Yes _  N  o  _ 

Q27.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

Q28.  If  no,  please  explain  how  a  determination  of  improved  morale  is  made  as  to  an 
individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 
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Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined 

(a)  At  a  fixed  point  in  time?  Please  explain: 

(b)  On  a  continuing  basis?  Please  explain: 

Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long 
term?  Please  explain: 


Section  D 

Q31.  Have  you  investigated  other  M.I.P.’ s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your 
workforce?  Yes_  No _ 

Q32.  If  yes,  please  provide  a  brief  description  of  those  programs  which  you  have 
considered  implementing. 

Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  any  of  those  programs  in  the  near 
future?  Yes  No _ 

Q34.  If  yes,  please  specify. 

Q35.  What  is  the  average  number  of  production  and  maintenance  workers  (non-office 
personnel)  employed  in  your  yard? 

Q36.  What  percentage  of  your  overall  business  is: 

Shipbuilding  % 

Ship  Repair  % 


Q37.  Please  indicate  the  name  and  position  of  the  person  responsible  for  completing 
this  questionnaire. 


Name 


Position 
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Q38.  Please  indicate  the  name,  position  and  telephone  number  of  the  person  to  contact 
for  follow-up  telephone  inquiries. 


Name 


Position 


Telephone 
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Section  III 


Past  and  Present 
Morale  Improvement  Programs 


1001  Profit  Sharing  Plan 

Union  represented  hourly  and  non-exempt  salaried  employees  participate  in  the 
profits  accruing  from  continuing  operations.  Profits  are  shared  quarterly  after  absorption 
of  yard  overhead  expenses;  depreciation;  selling,  administrative  and  general  expense  and 
a  4%  allowance  for  coverage  of  a  16%  annual  return  on  assets.  Expenses  for  profit 
share  payments  are  not  deducted  before  arriving  at  the  profit  share  amount.  Profits 
and/or  losses  are  recognized  on  a  major  contract  after  achievement  of  30%  physical 
progress.  After  30%  progress,  profits  and  losses  are  recognized  on  a  pro  rata  basis  over 
the  life  of  each  major  contract.  Profits  shared  are  not  part  of  a  participant’s  pay  for  any 
other  purpose  and  are  not  used  in  the  calculation  of  any  other  pay,  allowance,  or  benefit. 
Participants  earn  profit  share  based  on  a  point  system  using  the  participant’s  base  rate  of 
pay  and  actual  hours  worked.  Profits  are  shared  on  a  50-50  basis  up  to  a  maximum  of 
$2.00/actual  hour  worked  for  each  participating  individual. 


2001  Continuous  Process  Improvement 

This  is  a  yard  wide  all  inclusive  program  generally  identified  in  industry  as  TQM 
(TQL  at  Naval  operations).  As  such  it  does  not  lend  itself  to  the  type  of  brief 
description  this  project  contemplates.  Each  such  program  must  be  tailored  to  the 
personality  of  the  operation  in  which  it  is  initiated. 


3001  Continuous  Process  improvement 
(See  notation  under  2001  above.) 


3002  Dinner  Certificates 

Individual  supervisors  have  the  authority  to  recommend  to  higher  management 
recognition  of  individuals  or  groups  of  individuals  for  a  special  level  of  effort  or 
accomplishment.  That  recognition  is  in  the  form  of  a  dinner  certificate  for  the  employee 
and  spouse  (or  guest)  at  a  restaurant  in  the  geographical  area  of  their  home. 
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3003  Lead  Ship  Suggestion  Program 


Employees  assigned  to  the  lead  ship  in  a  series  were  encouraged  to  offer 
suggestions  in  the  construction  stages  of  that  ship  (approximately  18  months).  It  was 
determined  by  management  that  such  an  effort  was  essential  to  completing  the  vessel 
within  time  and  budget  constraints. 


3004  In-House  NewsPaPer 

The  newspaper  is  considered  an  essential  link  between  the  organization,  as 
represented  by  top  management  and  the  rest  of  the  workforce,  both  hourly  and  salaried. 
It  serves  to  keep  all  employees  informed  of  positive  and  significant  yard  happenings 
including  recognition  of  special  employee  accomplishments.  It  also  provides  a  conduit 
for  the  return  flow  of  information  in  the  form  of  letters  to  the  editor. 


3005  Zero  Accident  Program 

A  combined  union/management/employee  program  whereby  departmental 
committees  work  to  design  health  and  safety  initiatives  to  attempt  to  reduce  industrial 
accidents  to  zero. 


4001  Quality  of  Work  Life  Study 

(1)  Improvement  of  QWL  was  viewed  as  one  of  several  important  Strategic 
Planning  goals  to  be  achieved  in  order  to  improve  our  ability  to  attract,  develop  and 
retain  an  efficient  work  force. 

(2)  A  formal  written  survey  with  periodic  follow-up  surveys  is  being  used  to 
establish  baseline  data  and  measure  improvement. 

(3)  Survey  data  is  being  used  by  each  department/office  manager  to  identify 
needed  QWL  improvements  in  their  respective  organizations. 

(4)  In  addition,  a  committee  of  senior  shipyard  managers  reviews  survey  data  to 
identify  shipyard-wide  QWL  issues  needing  improvement. 

(5)  Survey  data  is  shared  with  all  employees  by  various  means,  i.e.,  house  organ 
articles,  briefings,  etc. 
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(6)  Unions  are  invited  to  provide  additional  information/recommendations 
regarding  areas  identified  as  needing  improvements. 


5001  Employee  Suggestion  Program 

The  program  offers  all  employees  an  opportunity  to  submit  ideas  which  reduce 
costs,  increase  profits,  and  improve  safety,  product  quality,  work  efficiency  and  the 
overall  work  environment.  Implemented  suggestions  are  eligible  for  cash  awards  of  up  to 
2%  of  savings  --  from  $25  to  $10,000. 

5002  Profit  Sharing  Plan 

The  plan  affords  to  all  eligible  employees  the  opportunity  to  financially 
participate,  through  profit  sharing,  in  the  growth  and  success  of  the  operation.  Subject, 
of  course,  to  certain  exceptions  and  conditions,  one  third  of  the  operation’s  pretax  profits 
are  shared  among  all  eligible  employees. 

6001  Communications  via  Electronic  Gate  Signs 

Timely  and  accurate  communications  with  the  workforce  is  considered  a  critical 
element  in  creating  positive  employee  morale.  Blinking  electronic  signs  at  the  yard’s 
gates  and  at  strategic  other  locations  are  eye  catching  and  are  intended  as  one  vehicle  to 
provide  employees  with  timely  messages  so  as  to  keep  them  informed  of  current 
happenings  in  the  shipyard. 

6002  Revised  Eormat  of  Yard  Newspaper 

The  yard  newspaper  is  another  of  the  communications  tools  used  to  create 
positive  morale.  A  recent  change  in  the  newspaper’s  format  to  a  commercial  tabloid  was 
very  unfavorably  received  by  the  workforce.  In  response  to  many  complaints,  the 
newspaper  was  changed  back  to  its  “old”  8  1/2”  x  1 1“  no-ads  friendly  format. 

6003  Cart-on-the-Mall 

Food  service  in  the  shipyard  is  augmented  in  good  weather  with  a  food  dispensing 
cart  in  an  attractive  setting  to  create  a  picnic-like  or  holiday  ambiance. 
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6004  Profit  Sharing  Plan  (Limited  A  pplication) 

Recent  changes  in  product  mix  at  the  yard  have  resulted  in  more  off-site  work. 
Attracting  the  right  mix  of  volunteers  for  such  work  has  become  more  difficult.  This 
profit  sharing  plan  is  designed  to  make  off-site  work  attractive  to  more  employees  as  well 
as  to  improve  their  performance. 

The  Plan  provides  the  policy,  requirements  and  procedures  for: 

(1)  Determining  profit 

(2)  Dividing  profit  between  the  yard  and  eligible  employees, 

(3)  Disbursing  profit  shares  to  employees, 

(4)  Employee  eligibility, 

(5)  Safeguards  against  abuse  and 

(6)  Evaluation. 

6005  Recognition  Certificates 

Special  recognition  certificates  are  awarded  to  deserving  employees  in  recognition 
of  outstanding  individual/team  effort  when  that  effort  may  not,  in  and  of  itself,  provide 
the  necessary  basis  for  some  other  type  of  recognition.  The  special  certificates  are 
usually  awarded  on-the-spot  by  an  employee  in  any  grade  level  to  an  employee  in  a 
subordinate  grade  level. 


6006  Continuous  Process  improvement 

Problem  Solving  Teams.  See  notation  under  2001  above.  This  is  an  integral  part 
of  the  TQM  effort. 


6007  Cafeteria  Renovations 

A  number  of  physical  and  cosmetic  improvements  were  made  to  the  various 
cafeterias  in  the  yard.  Such  improvements  included  wall  hangings,  free  standing  screens 
skylights,  plants,  vending  machines,  general  area  cleanup  and  increasing  usable  mining 
space  by  relocating  the  serving  line. 
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6008  LAN  Video 


As  another  part  of  the  improved  eommunieations  effort  underway  elosed  eircuit 
televisions  are  in  operation  in  most  of  the  major  buildings  in  the  yard  using  Local  Area 
Network  computer  cable  routes.  The  television  service  provides  an  avenue  for  sending  a 
variety  of  management  messages,  a  24-hour  video  bulletin  board  and  mandatory  mass 
training  material. 


7001  Attendance  Program 

The  attendance  program  was  developed  to  reward  those  employees  who  maintain 
perfect  attendance  throughout  a  six  month  period.  Six  month  periods  run  from  January 
through  June  and  July  through  December.  Absences  for  jury  duty,  subpoenas, 
community  service  activities,  worker’s  comp  injuries,  vacation  days,  etc.  are  not  counted. 
At  the  end  of  each  six  month  period,  all  employees  who  had  perfect  attendance  over  the 
preceding  six  month  period  receive  a  gift  certificate  and  become  eligible  for  drawings 
awarding  employees,  with  perfect  attendance,  one  week  vacations. 


7002  Clothing  Program 

The  operation  offers  monogrammed  jackets,  sweaters,  shirts,  sweat  pants,  sweat 
shirts  and  caps  to  employees  at  reduced  costs  to  the  employee.  It  also  provides,  at  no 
personal  cost,  all  supervisory  personnel  (Production)  with  6  short  sleeve  or  long  sleeve 
shirts  to  identify  them  as  supervisors.  Employees  can  purchase  clothing  with  their  tool 
allowance  money  which  is  given  to  all  employees  on  a  yearly  basis. 


7004  Revised  Vacation  Policy 

Many  employees  were  not  taking  their  allotted  vacation  time,  but  instead  taking 
their  money.  The  company  realized  that  at  some  time  everyone  needed  “attitude 
adjustments”  and  wanted  to  find  out  why  many  employees  were  not  taking  vacation  time. 
Under  the  pre-existing  policy,  employees  had  a  choice  of  taking  their  vacation  pay  up 
front  on  their  anniversary  date,  or  delay  and  take  their  vacation  pay  as  they  take  their 
vacation.  Under  this  vacation  policy,  vacation  pay  could  only  be  paid  out  in  full  week 
units.  If  an  employee  took  less  than  one  week  off,  he  would 
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either  have  to  take  a  full  week’s  pay  at  that  time  or  delay  payment  until  the  week  is  used 
up.  The  new  policy  allows  employees  to  take  vacation  in  units  of  either  4  or  8  hours  and 
the  employees  are  paid  for  their  vacation  as  they  take  it.  Any  vacation  not  taken  is  then 
paid  out  to  the  employees  after  that  year  on  their  next  anniversary  date. 


7003  Pay  for  Performance 

A  program  has  been  instituted  whereby  hourly  and  salaried  employees  are  paid 
according  to  their  performance  over  six  month  periods.  Production  employees  are 
appraised  and  eligible  for  pay  increases  twice  a  year  based  upon  their  performance  over 
the  preceding  six  month  period. 

7005  Radios  and  Breaks 

Provides  for  a  “formal'’  break  program  throughout  the  operation  as  opposed  to  a 
former  program  of  “take  a  break  while  you  work”.  Radios  are  also  permitted  during 
working  hours  within  certain  constraints. 
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Section  Ill  A 


Completed  Questionnaires 
Sections  B  and  C 


Questionnaire  #1001 


Section  B 


QI 


What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.I.P.)  called? 

P^fii  SLr-u^  pLn 

Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 
eJ^e6iraljie 


Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

dompetitivenea  ioLor  rale/productivili^  ratio 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

7lo 

(In  as  much  as  the  answer  to  Q.3  is  in  the  negative,  Q.4  thru  13  are  not  applicable.) 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 


'documented 

'itructured 


QI5.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

IJed 
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Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.P.? 

Cdtner  -  LJnion  repreiented  daiarieel  enipu)^ee6 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

koude 

Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.I.P.? 

flon. 

Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.  P.? 

Jltol 

Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

f^oiitiue 

Q201  .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 
^oditive 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 


'opeuine  -  a^^cted  emp^ot^eei 

ther  -  oLaoor  a^reemenl  ralipicaiioi 


Ivon,  vote 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

y. 

Q24.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

the  inexact  e)^tent  that  profit  i^  meaiurq^  of  productivittf,  then, 
reaching,  the  profit  dhare  tri^er  teuet  can  reflect  kig.her  productivUtj.. 
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Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

% 

Q28.  If  no,  please  explain  how  a  determination  of  improved  morale  is  made  as  to  an 
individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

the  grapevine  ^rti^ied  repecdeJ.  HoLor  a^eemeni  raii^icalioni 

Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

On  c^^inuu^  ^ince  ili  implementation  in  1 984-,  Ui  iucce&6  ka6 

Leen  ^rmai^  evaCualeJ.  prior  to  and  during  duLdetpieni  tcdmr  agreement 
ne<^tialioni . 

Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 

csCon^  term.  Oonlinued  6ucce56  iince  1 984  eepiated  to  term. 
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Questionnaire  #2001 


Section  B 

What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 

^onlinuoud  f^roced6  improvement 
Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 

^eceddarif 

Q2.  Wbat  were  tbe  indications  that  brought  management  to  tbe  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

Qua&t^  improvement  proceed  and  dtrate^ic  p&mnUig. 

Q3.  Was  an.,  attitude  survey  conducted? 

IJeA 

Q4.  Wbo  conducted  tbe  survey? 

f^ro^iiionai  Compam^  l^epredentati 

Q5.  Did  the  survey  take  the  form  of  a 
^^uedti 


live 


Lionnaire 


Q6.  If  a  personal  interview,  was  it 

Q7.  What  class  of  employees  participated  in  the  survey? 


Q8.  Was  the  survey  conducted  in  an  anonymous  manner? 

Ife. 
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Q9.  Was  the  employee  advised  that  the  information  would  be  treated  as  a 
confidential  matter? 


IJei 


QI  O.  Was  the  employee  informed  that  he/she  would  be  apprised  of  the  results  of  the 
survey? 

Ifes 

Ql  1.  If  yes,  individually?  or  as  part  of  a  group? 

part  ^roup 

Q12.  Was  the  employee  apprised  of  the  results  of  the  survey? 

IJes 

QI  3.  If  a  copy  of  the  survey  document  is  available,  please  provide. 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 

a/^ocumenteJ. 

Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 
emptov^eed 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

liou6e 

Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.  I.  P.? 


22 


Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.P.? 


ML 


Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 


f^oAitive 


Q201  .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

f^oAlliue 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

^lAJrUten  t^edtionA 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

Ho 

Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity)  is 
made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

ttacLm^  coaIa  in  worlt  centetA)  on  Apecia.^  proj.ectA  and  on  fewod. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

% 

Q28.  If  no,  please  explain  how  a  determination  of  improved  morale  is  made  as  to  an 
individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

Aurue^ 

Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

(d)n  continuing  L^iA.  ^Jlirou^lt  meoAurement  Altip^ard  indicatorA  - 
trashing,  non-conjurmance  to  reeptirementA. 
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Q30.  is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 

oCori^  term,  had  Leconte  tlie  tvat^  Join^  Luiineid  in  aii  aipecti 

iltip^ard  acliuU^. 
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Questionnaire  #3001 


Section  B 

What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  1.  P.)  called? 

C^nlinuoud  f^rocedd  improvement 

Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 

^eceddarif. 

Q2.  Wbat  were  tbe  indications  that  brought  management  to  tbe  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

proLiemi  in  piping  and  we 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

Vo 

(In  as  much  as  the  answer  to  Q.3  is  in  the  negative,  Q.4  thru  13  are  not  applicable.) 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  tbe  M.I.P. 

2^ocumentecI 

Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 


QI  6.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 

empHot^eei 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

in  Ivoude 
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Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.  1.  P.? 

Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.P.? 

fjone 

Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

Poiitive 

Q201 .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

TleutrJ 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

^rezpevin^ 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

Ijei 

Q24.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

VUe  liat/e  6een  reductions  in  mankours  retf^uired  to  do  the  foL 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

IJes 

Q27.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

Q28.  If  no,  please  explain  how  a  determination  of  improved  morale  is  made  as  to  an 
individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

Zdlis  enwLifeeS  participatinf  are  excited  aiout  the  pro^am,  entluisiastic 
about  their  fobs  and  sharing  their  enthusiasm  with  others  on  the  fol. 
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Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

Ore  continuing.  Ladii. _ groups  are  monitored. 

reports  are  given  Lg  groups  in  presentations  given  to  the 
Committee  u/liicli  meets  Li-u/eeL^. 


'rogpeSS 
teei 


ring 


Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 


term. 


.3t  lias  Lecome  the  tvag  o^  doing  Lusiness  tlirouglwut  the 
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Questionnaire  #3002 


Section  B 

What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 

<2)imtcr  certificated 

Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 
^^ediraLie 

Q2.  Wbat  were  tbe  indications  that  brought  management  to  tbe  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

l^ecommended  in  a  management  forum 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

% 

(In  as  much  as  the  answer  to  Q.3  is  in  the  negative,  Q.4  thru  13  are  not  applicable) 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 


Idndocumented 


Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 
Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 


empLots^eed 


Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 


3n  k 


loude 
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Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.I.P.? 


n 


one 


Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.  P.? 

flo 


lone 


Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

poiilive 

Q201  .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 
f^odilU/e 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 


jf^rdonai  intei 


ruiewd 


grapevine 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

% 

Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity)  is 
made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

reaction. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

flo 

Q28.  If  no,  please  explain  how  a  determination  of  improved  morale  is  made  as  to  an 
individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

C^ut  reaction 


29 


Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 


On  continuing.  L 


baiii 


Q30.  is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 

cJLong  term 
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Questionnaire  #3003 


Section  B 


What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 


oCead  ^fiip  ^u^edtion  f^ro^cun 


Ql.  Was  the  M.LP.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 

^eceddar^ 

Q2.  Wbat  were  tbe  indications  that  brought  management  to  tbe  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

^yjeu/  idead  were  eidentiai  to  meeting  miieitonei 


Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 


(In  as  much  as  the  answer  to  Q.3  is  in  the  negative,  Q.4  thru  13  are  not  applicable) 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 

^d^ocumented 

UtnitruclurecL 

Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 


Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P. 


Otk  er.  -AlltL  ie  inuo  U  in  tlie  conilruciion  tlie  iead  6liiii 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

Loude 
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Q1  8.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.  I.  P.? 


n 


one 


Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.  P.? 

flo 


lone 


Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

jf^odilive 

Q201  .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

fleutrJ 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

f^rionai  interuieivi 
(^rapeuine 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 


Q24.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

^pecij^ic  duu^edtiond  were  impHentenled  reduHin^  in  dLorter  prodution 

time. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P,  quantifiable? 

IJes 

Q27.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

3tnpiemenlalion  o^  tlie  du^^edtiond  diarted  to  LuiUd  teamwork  aLoard 
sliip. 
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Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

On  coniinuing.  La6L6 

Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 

oCong.  term.  jSuggeitionA  were  carried  forward  to  other  veddeid. 
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Questionnaire  #3004 


Section  B 


Ql. 


What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.I.P.)  called? 

^uL&dliin^  the  ^n-lw  use  l^eivSpaper 

Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 
ol^esircJjte 


Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

need  to  communicate  positive  news  events  to  aii 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

% 

(In  as  much  as  the  answer  to  Q.3  is  in  the  negative,  Q.4  thru  13  are  not  applicable) 


Section  C 


Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 


^  rented 
'structured 


Jocume 


Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 
Ijes 

Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 

empio^eeS 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

^n  koi 


■juse 
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Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.I.P.? 


n 


one 


Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.I.P. ? 

fjon. 

Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

jf^oiiiive 

Q201  .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

Poditiue 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

^rofjeuine 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

n 

Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity)  is 
made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

reaction  and  ^edLacL 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

Ho 

Q28.  If  no,  please  explain  how  a  determination  of  improved  morale  is  made  as  to  an 
individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

^nl  reaction  and  ^edLacL 
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Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 


On  continuing.  Ladii.  ..y^iieddeel  on  a.  regu&zr  La6i6  and  ^rmat  id 
a.&ered  to  redpond  to  duggedtiond  ad  appropriate. 


Q30.  is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 


Questionnaire  #3005 


Section  B 


Ql. 


What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 

^^ero  — ‘^ccideni  program 

Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 

^eceidar^ 


Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 


Ldion  4  0RU4 


Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

’Ho 

(In  as  much  as  the  answer  to  Q.3  is  in  the  negative,  Q.4  thru  13  are  not  applicable) 
Section  C 


Q14.  is  the  M.I.P. 

a^ocumented 

■Structured 

QI5.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

yed 

Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 

/SL  JL 


37 


Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

lioL 


■>u6e 


Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of 
the  M.  1.  P.? 

^  Lt 

Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.  P.? 

flo^ 

Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

Poiitiue 

Q201.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 


podit'we 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

I^rdonai  Lnieruiewd 
grapevine 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

ye6 

Q24.  If  yes,  please  explain. 


..y^ccLclent  and  injury  dtcdidtici 


Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P. 
quantifiable? 
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Q28.  If  no,  please  explain  how  a  determination  of  improved  morale  is  made  as 
to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

ZJkrou^k  the  grapevine  and  perionai  Inleri/Leu/d 

Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 


On  continuing  La6i6 

Q30.  is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long 
term? 


term 
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Questionnaire  #4001 


Section  B 


What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.I.P.)  called? 

4  WU  J!if>  SiuJ^ 

Q1 .  Was  the  M.I.P  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 

^YleceSiari^ 

Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

J^eco^nilion  need  to  change  dome  practiced 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 


Q4.  Who  conducted  the  survey? 

Ouldide  pro^ddionai 

Q5.  Did  the  survey  take  the  form  of  a 

(^ued  tionnaire 

Q6.  If  a  personal  interview,  was  it 

Q7.  What  class  of  employees  participated  in  the  survey? 

-All 

Q8.  Was  the  survey  conducted  in  an  anonymous  manner? 
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Q9.  Was  the  employee  advised  that  the  information  would  be  treated  as  a 
confidential  matter? 

yei 


QIO.  Was  the  employee  informed  that  he/she  would  be  apprised  of  the  results  of  the 
survey? 


Qll.  If  yes,  individually?  or  as  part  of  a  group? 


f^art  ^roup 


Q 12.  Was  the  employee  apprised  of  the  results  of  the  survey? 

y^i 

Q 13.  If  a  copy  of  the  survey  document  is  available,  please  provide. 


Section  C 


Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 

^Undocumented 


Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 
Q1  6.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.P.? 


^ie.n„L 


employees 


Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 


uie 


Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.  I.P.? 


n 


one 
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Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.  P.? 


^  Mi. 

Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

poditive 

Q201 .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 
jposWwe 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 
lA/ritten  ^uedtionS 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

flo 


Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity)  is 
made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

QlAJoU  improuemej^A  reiu&ina  the  Aurvei^  are  Le&eved  to 

coniriLuie  to  oueraii  ^ard  per^rmance, 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

IJei 

Q27.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

^iiou/-up  durue^ 

Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

-A  a  ^Lxed  poini.  ^iiow-up  Auruei^. 
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Q27.  If  yes,  please  explain. 


8^  fLlL 


tv-up  iurve^ 


Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

CL  ^ixed  point.  ^How-up  iurvet^. 


Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 


iiow-up  SuruetM 
roventenii,  tvn^ 


periotlica.i^, 
term  iucce66  can. 
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Questionnaire  #5001 


Section  B 


.Ql. 


What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 

^mpiot^ee  .Suggestion.  Program 
Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 
o/^esiraLEe 


Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

Studg  unxJsrtaLen  hg  ^mpiogee  ^nuo^ement  Committee 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

'No 

(In  as  much  as  the  answer  to  Q.3  is  in  the  negative,  Q.4  thru  13  are  not  applicable) 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 


pcumenled 

'itructured 


QI5.  if  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

y.. 

Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.I.P.? 
empEogees 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

ddn  house 
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Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.  1.  P.? 

flone 

Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.P.? 

^  kiL 


Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 
jPoiitive 

Q201  .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  work  force? 
jPoiilive 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

Other,  the  number  iu^edtioni  duhmitted 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

y.. 

Q24.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

the  reSuitd  impiementation  the  empioi^ee  du^^edtioni. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

flo 

Q28.  If  no,  please  explain  how  a  determination  of  improved  morale  is  made  as  to  an 
individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

On  continuing  haiid 
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Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 

oCong.  term.  TJlie  prog.rc^  kai  Leen.  in  existence  ^r  two  t^eari,  anJ.  to 
date,  it  has  been  successjful. 
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Questionnaire  #5002 


Section  B 


What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 

profit  Skarin^  pLn 

Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 
tJ^ediraLie 

Q2.  Wbat  were  tbe  indications  that  brought  management  to  tbe  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 


_ Jeterminalion  fo. 


r  common 


for  aii  empiot^eed 


Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 


(In  as  much  as  the  answer  to  Q.3  is  in  the  negative,  Q.4  thru  13  are  not  applicable) 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  tbe  M.I.P. 

af^ocumented 

■S^tructureJ. 

QI  5.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 


QI  6.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 

empkii^eQd 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

3nL  u6e 
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Q1  8.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.  I.P.? 


n 


one 


Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.P.? 

^  tillL 

Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

f^oditlue 

Q201.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

jf^oiiliue 

Q21 .  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

^rapeuine 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

Ho 

Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity)  is 
made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

manag-ement  6  adiesdment  the  morale  live  gard. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

Ho 

Q28.  If  no,  please  explain  how  a  determination  of  improved  morale  is  made  as  to  an 
individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

generai  condeniui  ntanagemeni 

Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

On  continuing  (jodid 


48 


Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 

cJ^ong.  term,  ^lie  fsrogram  wiii  Le  in  r  a  minimum  of  flu. 


^eard. 


49 


Questionnaire  #6001 


Section  B 

What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 

C^mmunicaiioni  t/iu  ^iectronic  C^ale 

Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 

2)  edira 

Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

f^ecurrin^  comntenli  aLout  poor  conimunicationi 


Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 


Q4.  Who  conducted  the  survey? 

Ouldide  f^ro^diionai 

Q5.  Did  the  survey  take  the  form  of  a 

Quedtionnaire 

Q6.  if  a  personal  interview,  was  it 

Q7.  What  class  of  employees  participated  in  the  survey? 

Q8.  Was  the  survey  conducted  in  an  anonymous  manner? 
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Q9.  Was  the  employee  advised  that  the  information  would  be  treated  as  a 
confidential  matter? 


QIO.  Was  the  employee  informed  that  he/she  would  be  apprised  of  the  results  of  the 
survey? 


Q1 1 .  if  yes,  individually?  or  as  part  of  a  group? 


part  of 


^roup 


Q12.  Was  the  employee  apprised  of  the  results  of  the  survey? 


Q13.  If  a  copy  of  the  survey  document  is  available,  please  provide. 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 

2^ocunieniecI 

Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

n 

Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.P.? 

y-BGi 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

PurcUJ  offLlL-.Uf 

Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.  I.P.? 
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Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.  P.? 

fion. 

Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

positive 


Q201 .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

fleulrJ 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

C^rapevine 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

% 

Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity)  is 
made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

^FFIana^ement  assessment 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

yes 

Q27.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

^yi^ana^ement  assessment 

Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

On  continuing  Lasis 

Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 

Ji^ong.  term 
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Questionnaire  #6002 


Section  B 


What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 
l^euLdGcl  ^i^cu'ci  ^l^ewdpapBt' 

Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 
^^edlraLie 

Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 


iainid 


L^mplo^ee  complainti 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 


Q4.  Who  conducted  the  survey? 

lfjon-jPro^56ionja.i  Compam^  l^epredenlalii/e 

Q5.  Did  the  survey  take  the  form  of  a 

Quedtionnaire 

Q6.  If  a  personal  interview,  was  it 

Q7.  What  class  of  employees  participated  in  the  survey? 

Jill 

Q8.  Was  the  survey  conducted  in  an  anonymous  manner? 
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Q9.  Was  the  employee  advised  that  the  information  would  be  treated  as  a 
confidential  matter? 

flo 

(QIO.  Was  the  employee  informed  that  he/she  would  be  apprised  of  the  results  of  the 
survey? 

ye6 

Qll.  If  yes,  individually?  or  as  part  of  a  group? 

part  of  ^roup 

Q12.  Was  the  employee  apprised  of  the  results  of  the  survey? 

Ifes 

Q13.  if  a  copy  of  the  survey  document  is  available,  please  provide. 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 

^^ocumented 

QI5.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

% 

Q1  6.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 

emp^vf-ees 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

Itoude 

QI8.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.  1.  P.? 


n 


one 
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Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.P.? 


n 


one 


Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 


Q201  .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

podiiive 

Q21 .  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

^rapei/ine 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

f]o 

Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity)  is 
made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

ye6 

Q27.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

E,  iurue^ 

Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

On  coniinuin^  LaAii 

Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 

oCon^  term. 
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Questionnaire  #6003 


Section  B 

What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 

Ca.l.On-^L.WJl 

Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 
^t^eilraLie 

Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

^tnpEo^ee  dvu^eitioiii  and  reacllond 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

n 

(In  as  much  as  the  answer  to  Q.3  is  in  the  negative,  Q.4  thru  13  are  not  applicable) 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 


Undocumented 


Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 
Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 

empioy.eed 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

d^n  lioude 
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Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.  1.  P.? 

^  ktL 

Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.P.? 

^  (aiL 

Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 
f^oiitive 

Q201  .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

jf^oiiliue 

Q21 .  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 


ft 


apeuine 
^ner 


Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

flo 

Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity)  is 
made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

ye6 

Q27.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

idiei  were  duilained.  people  ^jveci  up  cii  ft^ncl , 

Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

On  continuing.  (ct6is 
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Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 
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Questionnaire  #6004 


Section  B 

What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 
f^ro^it  ^liarin^  ^tjCimHecl  app^ccdvonj 
Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 
^^ediraJjie 

Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

2^imutution  in  voiunleerd  for  certain  off-dile  worL 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

flo 

(In  as  much  as  the  answer  to  Q.3  is  in  the  negative,  Q.4  thru  13  are  not  applicable) 


Section  C 

Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 

cf^ocumented 

dl>truclureel 

Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

flo 

Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.I.P.? 

JL 

Oliver 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 
On  Louie 
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Q1  8.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of 
the  M.  1.  P.? 


n 


one 


Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.  P.? 

^  it 

Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

fleulrJ' 

Q201.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 
fhulrJ 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

C^rapeuine 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 


Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity) 
is  made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 


^lie  i/uliuuliuii 6  productivity,  is  determined  Lt 
productivity  is  determined  ly  tki 


yY>ups 

Snared. 


Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P. 
quantifiable? 


y. 

Q27.  if  yes,  please  explain. 


^o  Some  dearee  Ly  the  numLer  oi  voiunleers  we  ael 
/  /  //  1?  /  '  / 


work  and  tke  continued  success  we  have  in  co 
witk  a  profit. 


>mp 


& 
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Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 


On  conllnuing.  La&id 

Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long 
term? 


term 
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Questionnaire  #6005 


Section  B 


Ql. 


What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 

Certificated  of  l^ecognition 

Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 
et^ediraiiie 


Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

C^mpiot^ee  feecILacL 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

IJed 

Q4.  Who  conducted  the  survey? 

Outiide  profeddionai 

Q5.  Did  the  survey  take  the  form  of  a 

Quedti 


liofincure 


Q6.  If  a  personal  interview,  was  it 

Q7.  What  class  of  employees  participated  in  the  survey? 

Jim 


Q8.  Was  the  survey  conducted  in  an  anonymous  manner? 

IJed 
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Q9.  Was  the  employee  advised  that  the  information  would  be  treated  as  a 
confidential  matter? 

ye6 


QIO.  Was  the  employee  informed  that  he/she  would  be  apprised  of  the  results  of  the 
survey? 

yes 


Qll.  If  yes,  individually?  or  as  part  of  a  group? 


Pari  of 


group 


Q12.  Was  the  employee  apprised  of  the  results  of  the  survey? 

ye6 

Q13.  If  a  copy  of  the  survey  document  is  available,  please  provide. 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 

^^ocumetileJ. 

QI5.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 

enipioi^ee6 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 
Louie 

QI8.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.  I.P.? 


71c 


one 
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Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.  P.? 

% 


lone 


Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

f^oiitiue 


Q201 .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

fleutrJ 


Q21 .  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 


Zevuie 
r 


Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

% 

Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity)  is 
made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

ye6 

Q27.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

C^n  continuing.  Ladid 

Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 

term 
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Questionnaire  #6006 


Section  B 

What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 

DQWl  proLU  V..un 

Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 

/ leceidarij. 

Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 


-S 


erioui  pro 


IL  m6  tvitli  codt  and  iclieduie  adliei 


rence. 


Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 
IJes 


Q4. 

Q5. 

Q6. 

Q7. 

Q8. 


Who  conducted  the  survey? 

Outiide  f^ro^iiionai 

Did  the  survey  take  the  form  of  a 

(^ue6  tionnaire 


If  a  personal  interview,  was  it 

What  class  of  employees  participated  in  the  survey? 


Was  the  survey  conducted  in  an  anonymous  manner? 

yei 
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Q9.  Was  the  employee  advised  that  the  information  would  be  treated  as  a 
confidential  matter? 


IJes 


QIO.  Was  the  employee  informed  that  he/she  would  be  apprised  of  the  results  of  the 
survey? 

IJei 

Qll.  If  yes,  individually?  or  as  part  of  a  group? 

part  of  ^roup 

Q12.  Was  the  employee  apprised  of  the  results  of  the  survey? 

IJed 

Q13.  If  a  copy  of  the  survey  document  is  available,  please  provide. 


Section  C 
Q14.  IstheM.I.P. 

undocumented 

Q15.  if  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

IJes 

Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 
empio^eei 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

dfn  kou6e 

Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.  1.  P.? 

^  Ullte 
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Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.  P.? 


Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 


fleulrJ 


Q201  .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

%utrJ 

Q21 .  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

f^rdona^  interuiewi 
(grapevine 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 


Q24.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 


Q27.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 


On  conii 


uiuin^  ba6L6 


Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 

oZon^  term 
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Questionnaire  #7001 


Section  B 


What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  1.  P.)  called? 

_ ^iienclance  Proqram 

Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 

^^eiiraLie 

Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

^^xcuninalion.  of  aitendance  recorcL 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

% 

(In  as  much  as  the  answer  to  Q.3  is  in  the  negative,  Q.4  thru  13  are  not  applicable) 


Section  C 


Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 


documented 
'itruclured 

Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

IJed 

Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 


-exempt  daiar^ 


le  CO 
ton- 


Q17’.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

~3n  Ivoi 


7ude 
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Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of  the 
M.  I.P.? 

^  ktL 

Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.P.? 

^ot  appilcaLie 


Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

fleutrJ 

Q201  .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

F leutra^ 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

jf^rdonai  inleruiews 
grapevine 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

tlie  altetulance  recordd,  .^ntprot/ecl  aitenclcuice  etpialei  to 
improved  productivity.. 

Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity)  is 
made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

C^urrent  attendance  recordi. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

rto 

Q27.  If  yes,  please  explain. 
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Q28.  If  no,  please  explain  how  a  determination  of  improved  morale  is  made  as  to  an 
individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 


^  wau  CL  entpio^ees  who  have  altciuwJ.  per^ct 

■om  abo  ut  50  (e^re  the  pro^am  to  over  230  a^er  imp^m 


altenJance 
'mentation.. 


Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

.A  a  ^ixeJ.  point.  _ the  end  o^  the  ^irit  attendance  period  -  ^anuart^ 

and  (ju-h^  op  each  y.ear. 

Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long  term? 

4on^term.  With  positive  reSu&S  the  protean  wiii  continue  over  the 
long.  naul. 
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Questionnaire  #7002 


Section  B 


What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called?  “ 

C^mparu^  oZo^o  pro^am 

Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 

^I^e6lraLie 

Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that 
a  M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 


— '^n  attempt  to  ^iter  aruL  enhance  company  ioypiiti^ 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

ye6 

Q4.  Who  conducted  the  survey? 

Pro^ddionai  Company,  {^epreientatiue 

Q5.  Did  the  survey  take  the  form  of  a 

^nteruietv 

Q6.  If  a  personal  interview,  was  it 

^nitruct^t^red 
1-on-  1 

Q7.  What  class  of  employees  participated  in  the  survey? 

^t( 

Q8.  Was  the  survey  conducted  in  an  anonymous  manner? 

ye6 
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Q9.  Was  the  employee  advised  that  the  information  would  be  treated  as  a 
confidential  matter? 


flo 

Q1  O.  Was  the  employee  informed  that  he/she  would  be  apprised  of  the  results 
of  the  survey? 

% 

Qll.  If  yes,  individually?  or  as  part  of  a  group? 

Q12.  Was  the  employee  apprised  of  the  results  of  the  survey’? 

% 

Q13.  If  a  copy  of  the  survey  document  is  available,  please  provide. 


Section  C 


Q14.  IstheM.I.P. 


documented 
'itructured 

Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

ye6 

Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 

-^ii  empiot^eei 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

L  ude 

Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of 
the  M.  1.  P.? 

^  kiL 
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Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.  P.? 


fjot  appLuLL 

Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

fPoditive 

Q201.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

jf^odiliue 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

Other.  numLer  ciotliing.  itemi  purchaiecl. 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 


% 

Q25.  If  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity) 
is  made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

On.  -on-one  clidcuiiioni. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P. 
quantifiable? 


Q28.  If  no,  please  explain  how  a  determination  of  improved  morale  is  made  as 
to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 


(X  -on-one 


did 


cuddioni. 


Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 


On  continuing  Laiid 

Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long 
term? 


term 
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Questionnaire  #7003 


Section  B 


Ql. 


Q2. 


Q3. 


Q4. 


Q5. 


What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 

Aj,  %r  rmance 

Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 
^Jeceddar^ 

What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that 
a  M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 


e^^rt  to  re  Lie  wcu^e  increaded  to  per^. 

Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

IJes 

Who  conducted  the  survey? 

prof.  ddionui  C^mpcui^  ^epre6entatLi/e 

Did  the  survey  take  the  form  of  a 


rmance 


.ynteruiew 

Q6o  If  a  personal  interview,  was  it 

(And  tructureJ. 

^n-dite,^^  Lome  environment 
1  -on-  1 

Ql.  What  class  of  employees  participated  in  the  survey? 

JL 


le  col 
lon-exemi 


ipt 
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Q8.  Was  the  survey  conducted  in  an  anonymous  manner? 


ye6 

Q9.  Was  the  employee  advised  that  the  information  would  be  treated  as  a 
confidential  matter? 

ye6 

QI  O.  Was  the  employee  informed  that  he/she  would  be  apprised  of  the  results 
of  the  survey? 

ye6 

Ql  1.  If  yes,  individually?  or  as  part  of  a  group? 


g.roup 


Q12.  Was  the  employee  apprised  of  the  results  of  the  survey? 


yei 

Q13.  If  a  copy  of  the  survey  document  is  available,  please  provide. 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 


documented 
'itructured 

Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

yes 

QI  6.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 
empioyi.ee6 
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Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 

Iwude 

Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of 
the  M.  1.  P.? 

^  Li 

Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.P.? 

Yjot  app&caLie 

Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 

fleutrJ 

Q201 .  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 
fleutrJ 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 

f^rionai  inleruiewi 
grapevine 

Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 


Q24.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

review  inJivuluai  per^rmance  appraiiJ  ^rmi  and  duLieepient 
performance  appraidaC  reportd. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P. 
quantifiable? 


76 


Q27.  If  yes,  please  explain. 


appraida^  willi  padi 


Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 


Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long 
term? 


term. 


11 


Questionnaire  #7004 


Section  B 

What  is  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  called? 

l^euliod  cuttl  d^tecdi6  f^rogrcun 

Ql.  Was  the  M.I.P.  implemented  because  it  was  determined  to  be 

Q2.  What  were  the  indications  that  brought  management  to  the  conclusion  that 
a  M.I.P.  was  either  necessary  or  desirable? 

f^e-edlaL&iliment  practiced  tkcd  liad  Leen  oLudeel 

Q3.  Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

y.. 

Q4.  ‘Who  conducted  the  survey? 

f^ro^ddionai  C^mpam^  ^epredenlalive 

Q5.  Did  the  survey  take  the  form  of  a 
~3nteruievu 

Q6.  If  a  personal  interview,  was  it 

Q7.  What  class  of  employees  participated  in  the  survey? 


Q8.  Was  the  survey  conducted  in  an  anonymous  manner? 

IJed 
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Q9.  Was  the  employee  advised  that  the  information  would  be  treated  as  a 
confidential  matter? 


IJed 

QIO.  Was  the  employee  informed  that  he/she  would  be  apprised  of  the  results 
of  the  survey? 

Qll.  If  yes,  individually?  or  as  part  of  a  group?  1 

part  of  g.roup 

Q12.  Was  the  employee  apprised  of  the  results  of  the  survey? 

^ed,  tlirou^k  impiemenlalion.  of  poiicy. 

Q13.  If  a  copy  of  the  survey  document  is  available,  please  provide. 


Section  C 
Q14.  Is  the  M.I.P. 

documented 
'structured 

Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

IJei 

Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.? 

— empioyf-eei 

Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 
Louie 
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Q18.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of 
the  M.  1.  P.? 

^  Li 

Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  Union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.  P.? 

flat  appLaLL 

Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 
podUive 

Q201.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 

jf^oiiiiuQ 

Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 


f^rdonai  inleruiewd 
(grapevine 


Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

rio 

Q24.  If  yes,  please  explain. 

Q25.  if  no,  please  explain  how  the  determination  of  success  (higher  productivity) 
is  made  as  to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 

^nleruiew6  with  inuotued  dupert/idon. 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  the  M.I.P. 
quantifiable? 

% 

Q28.  If  no,  please  explain  how  a  determination  of  improved  morale  is  made  as 
to  an  individual,  as  to  the  affected  group  or  other. 
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Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 


contituun^  ^nJer  re^uiar  review  invoked  duperuidord 

and  menders  ine  employee  committee. 


Q30.  Is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been  short  term  or  long 
term? 


Section  III  B 


Frequency  Distribution  of  Answers  by  Question 


Ql. 

Was  the  Morale  Improvement  Program  (M.  I.  P.)  implemented  because  it 

determined  to  be  necessary 

or  desirable?  (Please  answer  one  or  the 

other  -  not  both.) 

Total 

Percent 

Base 

22 

Necessary 

7 

32 

Desirable 

15 

68 

Q3. 

Was  an  attitude  survey  conducted? 

Yes 

9 

41 

No 

13 

59 

Q4. 

If  a  survey  was  involved,  who  conducted  it? 

Professional  Company 

Rep.  4 

44 

Non-Professional  Company  Rep.  1 

11 

Outside  Professional 

4 

41 

Other 

0 

Q5. 

Did  the  survey  take  the  form  of  a  written  questionnaire  or  a  personal 

interview? 

Base 

9 

Questionnaire 

6 

67 

Interview 

3 

33 

82 


Q6.  If  a  personal  interview,  please  indicate  which  of  the  following  are 
appropriate. 


Total 

Percent 

Structured 

1 

17 

Unstructured 

2 

33 

On-site,  home 

environment  1 

17 

On-site,  other 

0 

Off-site 

0 

“1-on-l” 

2 

33 

Other  than  “l-on-T 

0 

Q7.  What  class  of  employees  participated  in  the  survey?  Please  check  the 
appropriate  category(s). 


Base 

9 

All 

8 

80 

Blue  collar 

1 

10 

Non-exempt 

1 

10 

Exempt 

0 

Other 

0 

Q8.  Was  the  survey  conducted  in 

an  anonymous  manner? 

Yes 

9  100 

No 

0 

09.  Was  the  employee  told  that  the  information  would  be  treated  as  a 

confidential  matter? 

Yes 

7  78 

No 

2  2  2 

QIO,  Was  the  employee  told  that  he/she  would  be  apprised  of  the  results  of  the 

survey? 

Base 

9 

Yes 

8  89 

No 

1  11 
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Qll.  If  yes,  individually  or  as  part  of  a  group? 


Total  Percent 

Individual  o 

Part  of  Group  8  100 

Q12.  Was  the  employee  apprised  of  the  results  of  the  survey? 


Yes 

8 

88 

No 

1 

12 

the  M.I.P.  (Please  Check) 

Base 

22 

Documented 

19 

63 

Undocumented 

3 

10 

Stmctured 

8 

27 

Unstructured 

0 

Q15.  If  documented,  is  the  documentation  available  to  all  participants? 

Yes  16  84 

No  3  16 


Q16.  Who  participates  in  the  M.  I.  P.?  (Please  check) 


All  employees 
Blue  collar 
Non-exempt  salary 
Exempt  salary 
Other 


17  71 

3  13 

1  4 

0  0 

3  3 
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Q17.  Was  the  M.I.P.  designed 


Total  Percent 


Base  22 

In  house  22  100 

By  an  Outside  Professional  0 

Purchased  off-the-shelf  0 

Other  0 


Q1  8.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  affected  employees  have  in  the  design  of 
the  M.  1.  P.? 

None  11  50 

A  little  7  7 

A  lot  4  18 


Q19.  How  much  direct  input  did  the  union(s)  have  in  the  design  of  the  M.  I.P.? 


Not  applicable 
None 
A  little 
A  lot 


4  18 

10  45 

6  27 

2  9 


Q20.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  affected  employees? 


Base 


22 


Positive 

Neutral 

Negative 

Other 


18  81 
4  18 

0 
0 
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Q201.  What  was  the  initial  reaction  to  the  M.I.P.  by  the  overall  workforce? 


Positive 

Neutral 

Negative 

Other 


Total  Percent 

16  73 

6  27 

0 
0 


Q21.  How  was  that  reaction  determined? 


Base 


22 


Written  questions 
Personal  interviews 
Grapevine 
Other 


2  5 

8  22 

19  53 

7  19 


Q23.  Are  the  positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  quantifiable? 

Yes  9  41 

No  13  59 

Q26.  Is  the  improvement  in  employee  morale  as  a  result  of  this  M.I.P. 
quantifiable? 

Yes  14  64 

No  8  36 


Q29.  When  was  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  determined? 

Base  22 

At  a  fixed  point  2  9 

On  continuing  basis  20  91 

Q30.  is  the  success  of  the  M.I.P.  considered  to  have  been 

Short  term  o 

Long  term  22  100 
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Section  IV  A 


Completed  Questionnaires 
Section  D 


Questionnaire  #1011 


Q31 .  Have  you  investigated  other  M.  I. P.’s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your  workforce? 

IJei 

Q32.  If  yes,  please  provide  a  brief  description  of  those  programs  wbicb  you  have 
considered  implementing. 


i^xirclwicLe  procluctiuity.  gMndltarin^  pro^cun. 

Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  that  program  in  tbe  near  future? 


Questionnaire  #2011 


Q31.  Have  you  investigated  other  M.  I.P.’s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your  workforce? 

y.. 

Q32.  If  yes,  please  provide  a  brief  description  of  those  programs  which  you  have 
considered  implementing. 

ipirclwule  productiait^  ^aindliaring.  program. 

Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  that  program  in  the  near  future? 


If  yes,  please  specify. 

Cdurrenl^  awaiting  lop  ievoi  approuai. 


87 


Questionnaire  #3011 


Q31.  Have  you  investigated  other  M.I.  P.’s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your  workforce 

ye6 

Q32.  If  yes,  please  provide  a  brief  description  of  those  programs  which  you  have 
considered  implementing. 

program  udiru^  proL^m  doiuin^  tecum  in.  ecu:li  iliop. 

Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  that  program  in  the  near  future? 

ye6 

If  yes,  please  specify. 

3JL  w-on  to  iuccedi^ui  piiot  protean. 


Questionnaire  #3012 

Q31.  Have  you  investigated  other  M.  I.P.’s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your  workforce 

ye6 

Q32.  If  yes,  please  provide  a  brief  description  of  those  programs  which  you  have 
considered  implementing. 


(_xtrnnujuiiccd.iom  proqj'cun  u/liere  mana^erd  report  neufi  itemi. 

Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  that  program  in  the  near  future? 

ye6 

If  yes,  please  specify. 

'iJ'oiiow-on.  to  6ucce66^ui  piiot  prog.rcun. 
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Questionnaire  #3013 


Q31 .  Have  you  investigated  other  M.  I.P.’s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your  workforce? 

y.. 

Q32.  If  yes,  please  provide  a  brief  description  of  those  programs  which  you  have 
considered  implementing. 

^mp&>^ee  du^edtion  program. 

Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  that  program  in  the  near  future? 

yes 

If  yes,  please  specify. 


Questionnaire  #401 1 

Q31.  Have  you  investigated  other  M.  I.P.’s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your  workforce? 

yes 

Q32.  If  yes,  please  provide  a  brief  description  of  those  programs  which  you  have 
considered  implementing. 


uruev^ 


resu 


its  identiit^  tke 


nee 


programs. 


Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  that  program  in  the  near  future? 


yes 

If  yes,  please  specify. 

As  indicated  by  survey. 
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Questionnaire  #6011 


Q31.  Have  you  investigated  other  M.I.P.’s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your  workforce 

ye6 

Q32.  ‘If  yes,  please  provide  a  brief  description  of  those  programs  which  you  have 
considered  implementing. 


I^edtroom  upgrade. 


Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  that  program  in  the  near  future? 


IJei 

If  yes,  please  specify. 


(jeinq.  deL 


erminet 


d 


Questionnaire  #6012 

Q31.  Have  you  investigated  other  M.I.P.’s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your  workforce 

Q32.  If  yes,  please  provide  a  brief  description  of  those  programs  which  you  have 
considered  implementing. 


uardwide  productwitu 


iliarL 


t^xircujuuie  procLucUuu^  ^aindharurg.  prog.rcun. 

Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  that  program  in  the  near  future? 

ye6 

If  yes,  please  specify. 


(durrent^  awaiting,  top  ^uei  approval. 
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Questionnaire  #7011 


Q31 .  Have  you  investigated  other  M.  I.P.’s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your  workforce? 
Ijes 

Q32.  If  yes,  please  provide  a  brief  description  of  those  programs  which  you  have 
considered  implementing. 

proutJin^  pro^am  participanti  willt  ouera  tL/cov^lL 

Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  that  program  in  the  near  future? 

yei 

If  yes,  please  specify. 


(^urrenlEjf  undei 


T  reutevu. 


Questionnaire  #7012 

Q31.  Have  you  investigated  other  M.I.P.’s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your  workforce? 

ye6 

Q32.  If  yes,  please  provide  a  brief  description  of  those  programs  which  you  have 
considered  implementing. 

providing,  iuncliroom  iei  ^r  aii  emp^geei. 

Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  that  program  in  the  near  future? 


IJoi 

If  yes,  please  specify. 

pending  award  future  contracti. 
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Questionnaire  #7013 


Q31.  Have  you  investigated  other  M.I.P.’s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your  workforce 


ye6 

Q32.  If  yes,  please  provide  a  brief  description  of  those  programs  which  you  have 
considered  implementing. 

J^euidion.  to  ..y^tenclcuice  f^rog.rcun  Laded  on  empioi^ee  input. 

Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  that  program  in  the  near  future? 

IJed 

If  yes,  please  specify. 


.euiew  reiu 


^6  durue^  empio, 


^eed. 
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SECTION  IV  B 


Frequency  Distribution  of  Answers  by  Question 

Q31.  Have  you  investigated  other  M.  I.P.’s  which  may  be  applicable  to  your 
workforce? 

Total  Percent 

Base  11 

Yes  11  100 

No  0 


Q33.  Is  consideration  being  given  to  implementing  that  program  in  the  near 
future? 


Base 


Total  Percent 
11 


Yes  10  91 

No  1  9 
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SECTION  V 


Summary  Highlights 

A  total  of  twenty-two  M.I.P.s  were  submitted  from  the  seven  participating  yards: 

Three  of  the  programs  -  #1001,  #5002  and  #6004  -  are  profit  sharing 
programs 

Three  of  the  programs  can  be  classed  under  the  general  heading  of 
TQM  -  #2001,  #3001  and  #6006 

Two  are  employee  suggestion  programs  -  #5001  and  #3003 

There  are  two  employee  recognition  programs  -  #3003  and  #6005 

Four  can  be  classed  under  the  heading  of  improvements  in  communications 
between  the  organization  and  the  general  workforce  -  #3004  and  #6001, 
#6002  and  #6008 

Eight  of  the  twenty-two  or  36%  were  instituted  because  management  felt  it  was 
essential  to  its  survival  and/or  competition  ability: 

#2001,  #3001,  #3003,  #3005,  #6001,  #6006  and  #7003 

Most  of  the  programs  (59%)  were  instituted  independent  of  an  up  front  survey  of 
the  attitudes  of  the  participants  toward  them.  In  eight  of  the  nine  cases  (41%) 
where  employee  attitudes  were  surveyed,  representatives  of  all  classes  of  employees 
participated.  Additionally,  each  of  the  nine  surveys  was  conducted  in  an  anonymous 
manner  and,  as  to  each  such  survey,  the  participants  were  told  they  would  be 
apprised  of  the  research  of  the  survey  and  they  were,  in  fact,  so  apprised. 

Nineteen  (83%)  of  the  Morale  Improvement  Programs  are  documented  and  as  to 
sixteen  of  them  the  documentation  is  available  to  all  participants.  All  twenty-two  of 
the  Morale  Improvement  Programs  were  designed  in-house.  Affected  employees  had 
input  in  the  design  of  only  half  of  them  and  the  union(s)  in  only  36%.  In 
seventeen  (71  %)  of  the  M.I.P.s  all  employees  at  the  respective  yards  participate. 

Positive  results  (higher  productivity)  of  the  M.I.P.  are  quantifiable  in  only  nine 
(41%)  of  the  cases.  However,  in  fourteen  (64%)  cases  an  improvement  in  employee 
morale  as  a  result  of  the  program  is  asserted  to  be  quantifiable. 

All  twenty-two  programs  are  considered  to  have  long  term  success. 
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